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FOR BEGINNERS" 

his is not a cookbook. It contains food for thought 
and the recipes of power. 

BOO million people live under the constant threat of famine. Most are food- 
producing peasants in the Third World. The baffling question is; why are so 
many food producers, rather than we, their consumers, the first to go 
hungry? 


takes a cold, clear look at the facts and 
myths of food producl ion, a nd provides a nswc rs. S he 
considers its history, from its origins 1 0,000 years 
ago to the Global Supermarket or today. Cliches and 
U J half-truths about over-population, climate and 

tTJP inefficient farming, usually given as the reason for 
Thirld World hunger, are discarded. She exposes the 
j i ruthless game of multinational agri-business, the 

methods of new Malthusianism and neo-colonialism. 

She unmasks pious aid programmes and reveals the 
ft basis of further exploitation. 

£ fOU D FOl- BEGINNERS is a disturbing book: the facts 

are grim, the picture bleak. But the wit, sheer logic and force 
of this documentary comicbook, point beyond despair 
to justice. 
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Food Is Power 
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Hungry? 


Hungry? If you were born in 
the right part of the world and 
into the right social class, the 
solution to your problem is no 
farther away than the nearest 
refrigerator. 

If you weren’t, then you may 
go hungry all your short life, 
as 800 million people do, who 
were born in the wrong place 
and into the wrong social 
class. 

Lots of people, frankly, are 
tired of hearing about them 
and their problems, which 
seem eternal and inevitable, i 

, NOT SO . 

The reasons people go hungry 
are not mysterious. Mass 
starvation is not an act of God 
Hunger is created and 
maintained by human 
decisions, by minorities who 
benefit from under- | 

development. What has been 
done by some can be undone 
by others, if they learn to use 
their own strength. 




n 


OuR D'STAMT ANCESTORS 
GOT Their. Foot? through 
HUNTING AND GATHERING. 

This is an excellent 

SVS'lEM IF THE aJMAT£ IS 
WARM enough AND IF THERE 
ARE ONLY A FEW PE OPLE 
PER SQUARE MILE . HuMTER." 
GATH6RER5 HaUE, AT THEIR 

own very low lev/el of 
MATERIAL WANTS, Quire A 
GOOD LIFE. THEY UAUE 
ALMOST NO POSSESSIONS 
(WHICH ARE HEAVY AND 
Hamper mobility) , Bur 


ON THEIR OWN TERMS , 

THEY ENTOY EXCEPTIONAL 

. ABUNDANCE AND LEISURE . 

Primitive" people share 

WITH EACH OTHER AND 

would be Shocked at the 
MERE SUGGESTION THAT 
FOOD IS A COMMODITY TO 

be Bought and Sold. 

Food means life and MOTHER. 
would you sell vour. 
Mother? 
one hunter-gatherer can 

FEED Four OR Five PEOPLE Jfc 
which means that A'.kuwct 
Bushman is as efficient 

AS AN AMERICAN FARMER^ 
in 1870 ORA FRENCH 
ONE IN I93B, THOUGH 
HE NEEDS MUCH MORE 
Space.. 



*the! signals a 
click in the ! rung 

SAN LANGUAGE . 
The REST OF US DO HOT 
GET EXCLAMATION 
MARKS . 


1 Hunter Gatherers (hgsfwshokt) 



7 


If HGs enjoyed the “original 
affluent society”, why did 
people ever bother to start 
farming as they did between 
12,000 and 5,000 years ago? 
The archeological evidence 
suggests different reasons for 
different parts of the world. In 
some places, the climate 
became less favourable, 
obliging people to store food 
during the cold or dry 
seasons. 


Or the numbers of 
humans and animals 
increased, causing greater 
competition for food. Some 
aspect of HGs’ lives 
deteriorated. Otherwise they 
would have kept on practicing 
a good thing. 
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2 Agriculture 


The beginnings of agriculture 
have been called the Neolithic 
{Stone Age} Revolution, but 
this term is misleading 
because farming did not 
replace hunting and gathering 
overnight. Sometimes they 
coexisted for centuries or 
millenia, and any one group 
might do both simultaneously 
(like many American Indians). 
This "revolution” was more 


like getting drunk or falling in 
love: easy to recognise after 
the fact, but not always (Y/ 
apparent at the time. 




In most places.ever since people started 
farming for a living, HGs haven’t had a 
moment’s peace. They have had to compete 
with farmers for land they once roamed freely, 
and the farmers have invariably won. 

In every area where scholars can trace the 
moving frontier between farmers and HGs, 
there is archeological evidence of fighting. This 
process of elimination of HGs has continued 
during our own life times. 

So, agriculture is a very recent phenomenon in 
human history: 




3 What’s Good About Farming? 

Here are some of the things the farming 
revolution has made possible: 


1 . We can live in larger, stable communities. 

HGs have to live in very small, mobile groups — 
but most humans are gregarious and prefer 
villages, towns or cities. 

2. We can do different kinds of work. HGs all 

have to concentrate on the food supply; but 
with agriculture, specialisation becomes 
possible. If you don't care for raising crops and 
animals, you can learn to make rush roofs and 
baskets or clay pots or leather goods. Farming 
spells the beginnings of the “division of 
labour”. 
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3 . We can have some belongings of our own. 

HGs possess almost nothing, but with settle- 
ment, material goods can be accumulated, and 
more or less permanent dwellings built. Food 
itself is the first material good to be 
accumulated. Our impulse for permanence 
may be satisfied with anything from decorated 
cooking pots and thatched huts to video 
cassettes and imitation Tudor suburban 
houses. But most of us enjoy owning some 
possessions and appreciate good food, 
clothing and shelter. 

4. We can think about something besides our 
daily bread (or our daily nuts, berries and 
gazelle steak). Without farming and the stable 
communities it allows, you wouldn’t have much 
in the way of art, music, architecture, 
philosophy, or Beginners Books. (OK, OK, so 
there are Neolithic paintings at Lascaux 
and in the Hoggar, but you see what we mean.) 
Culture and farming go together. Both imply 
stability, permanence and a belief in the future. 
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We haven’t obtained the benefits of agriculture 
without paying for them, and some have paid 
more dearly than others. It seems a general rule 
that, as soon as our species settles down, some 
of its members will try to obtain their food 
supply without working, by controlling the land 
and the people who cultivate it. Those in 
positions of power are thus guaranteed their 
dinners, even in lean years. Farming also 
means the beginning of unequal distribution of 
wealth (land and food are wealth) and the 
division of society into dominated and 
dominating classes. The latter, understandably 
from their point of view, soon find it expedient 
to establish police forces and bureaucracies to 
help keep food producers “in their place’’. There 
are no historical instances where the peasants 
have been their own rulers for more than very 
short periods. 







The whole point of growing 
crops is to be able to store 
them — this is how one gains 
some hold upon the future. 
The granary is the embryo of 
the State. In ancient Morocco, 
the same word — “makhzen” 
— meant both “granary” and 
“government". 


States develop 
military hardware to protect 
their food supply from 
outsiders and to extend their 
control as far as possible into 
the hinterland — thus 
ensuring even larger food 
supplies under their control. 
No farms without arms. 


There are rare cases where 
everyone who wants a piece of 
land to farm can have one, and 
where cooperative farming is 
undertaken by the community. 
This kind of agriculture — 
once more common — still 
exists in parts of Africa and 
among some tribal people in 
India. 


But usually, a small group of 
individuals with close ties and 
common interests hog the 
land for themselves and leave 
little or none to the great mass 
of the people who have to 
work as slaves, serfs, share- 
croppers, tenants, casual 
labourers or what-have-you. 
They may work for a king, a 
religious body, a chieftain, a 
feudal lord, a gentleman or a 
richer peasant. Historically, 
there has been a huge variety 
of land-tenure arrangements 
and of employers and there 
still is today. So there are a 
hundred and one different 
ways of being poor. 
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Concentration of power over 
food and food producing 
resources in just a few hands, 
whatever its nature, always 
has been and still is the main 
cause of hunger. 



Today, slaves and serfs are 
obsolete in most societies. On 
the other hand, there are 
millions of supposedly “free” 
farmers working small plots of 
land. The luckiest can feed 
themselves and their families 
year-around on what they 
produce (this is called “self- 
provisioning”.) Many cannot, 
and must supplement their 
income through outside work, 
or borrowing. 
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Stragely enough, it is these 
very people who live in the 
countryside, and produce the 
food, who are the first to go 
hungry — the peasantry. Here 
is a good definition of the 
peasantry: 

ft The peasantry consists of 
small agricultural producers 
who, with the help of simple 
equipment and the labour of 
their families, produce mainly 
for their own consumption 
and for the fulfilment of 
obligations to the holders of 
political and economic power. w 
"Holders of political and 
economic power", depending 
on just how powerful they are, 
use a variety of more or less 
extortionate measures for 
extracting wealth from people 
in the countryside. 


4 Peasants 
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yaw can Conduct your own 6kaamw*T{0kj ofh«a/ this is 
Dom£ in a Gl\J6N F^sf or P^esfervn'-DAY Sanery rjy 
FILLING IKJ a TA(3L£ UK6 THIS OKJt : 

O&U&ATlOfJS TO THe HOLDERS Of POLITICAL AND 
Economic POVAjGR. ___ 

Cfi SH KIND 

iNCtAiP'^I* 




FlX£t> 


A He AC? -TAX OR A 5£T RCNT WOULD PUT Aisl X IN TH€ 

Ftx£c/cA5 H Slot, a Trrwe of prop ace to the caurcH) 
OC TH6 VARYING NUft/VfceR Of &USH5L.S OF WHeflT CMjSO 
A LANOloRD (9/ A SHARE CROPPER. WLD (5fcU)fNJ& VO 
PROPOftriONAl/K.tlvJ!>. A NUAA&£R OF COMPULSORY WORfcr 

, days p€R ujeeic orvgar on someone e-ses uamc> 

I IS FiXED/kikjD. OuR OIajM INCOME taxbs are 

^rtruW praopormowAL/cASH. amo om. 
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< 5 fly fl PEASANT OW£S \ 

^0°^ of HiS HAtoiest : v 

l f A 600D YEARS HARVEST 1 
IS 100 UlOlTS^Hfe LANDL0UP 
G6T6 4-0 AND TH6 P6ASAKJT 
Keeps GO FOR HIS 

needs . /■ 
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A6flt>VeARS N 
~ HARVEST DROPS TO 1 

So uwirsTHe 

SHAR£ 

& falls &y Istow. 


SMt 





How dogs all. this look to the pi^vsamt ? &rjm I i 

Bur IT'S IHUC.H GRIMMER. FOR. H«/l wH£N HI* 

obligations are fixed . A&m culture is rv nature 

tteAU-V Wy NATURE Ak> UP AND CXXajN 

activity. THen.€ arc good harvests and Rad owes 
and in a bad ygar A Fixed rent takes a worse 

CHUNK OUT OF THE PEASANT’S LIVELIHOOD THAN 
WOULD A PROPORTION OF THE HARVEST. 

AN EXAMPLE OF THE UNO SYSTEMS A/VE IBELovY- 


a L 




O&LI 


' A 600 D YEARS J^V 
PftODUCEl* too U*nTS > 
th* landlord gets 
a fi-XEP^/VOPTHE 
PenSAi^ ST/U-KEtpS 
60. 




& A^n 

But if a y 

&A£>V6Aft5 HarUCsT^nJ 

/*5 80 units the lawdlord\ 
"still gets his fixec> ¥0, \ 

while *THf pgASflNTs sortie i 
IrpM-LS by ^Tc?fo g less 
JLaJHM) WITH PBoftjRTiOWAL 
^PLJGATION. /\A. , 


'''World" HUKJQ^ft TODAY MCA WS “THIRD" 
f WOR.UD .‘*TH|Rt> WOrVUD^ I S A CATCH-AU- 
T€RM FortTHt AFRiCflig ,A5lAM AMO 
latim American matioijS we couuo 
Auso cAu- w uwr5€RoeveLofleD M f ' 

PERJ p(+eRAL°OR*DPMINAT€D M 
couMTTAies.MorrrH A^e^icA^UROPtj 
JAPAN, OCEANIA ARE FlRST VjJORLO, 

(MDu&triaus£d “DeveuoPfeo* ccwtre" 
OR^DOMlMffriMG "CQUMTftl6S. 

coi^iroATeD/ dominating' is the most , 
Accurate oescftirrtoM /'TniRD/Piftsr 
WORLD IS THE tvvssr COMMON USAGE, . 
(S6CPMD WORLD IS THe USSR AMO 
EASTERN EUROPE ) . , 



The Third World has not always had a 
monopoly on hunger. Europeans were not 
much better off in the fairly recent past. Until 
their own struggles and certain other factors 
we’ll list changed the situation, their obligations 
to the holders of economic and political power 
were often overwhelming. 

In Eastern Europe, the peasant had to work free 
for his landlord 
1 day a week in 1520 
3 days a week in 1 550 
6 days a week in 1600 

In places like Silesia, a law of 1798 stipulated: 
“There are no limits to the work days that may 
be required." 
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If there was no law, indebtedness would do as 
well. Peasants borrowed cash or food from the 
landlord, then had to pay it back in labour, with 
interest. They usually stayed on this debt 
treadmill all their lives. 

Between ten percent and two-thirds of the 
peasant’s own harvest was due the landlord. 

The lord also got his cut when the peasant 
brought his grain to be milled (the landlord 
owned the mill) or his bread to be baked (the 
landlord owned the oven.) In parts of Europe it 
was illegal to mill your own grain, bake your 
own bread or press your own grapes. 

Cash taxes could be direct or indirect (e.g. on 
salt), payable to the King, the landlord or, 
sometimes, the Church. 

So the peasant had a lot to contend with. In Pre- 
Revolutionary France he had about ten different 
obligations to the holders of political and 





we shouldnt forget the 

HOLDERS OF Military 

Power either. soldiers 
were, not fed by those 

WHO EMPLOYED THEM RUT 
WERE EXPECTED TO LIVE 
"OFF THE LAND 1 .' 

They often practiced a 
scorched earth poucy 
TO PREVENT the Ekjemy 

FROM CAPTURING THE 

harvest. 

European! History is full 
of feasant revolts 

MOST OF WHICH WERE* 
RRUTALty pUT DOWN &y 
THE AUTHORITIES AFTER A 
FEW DAYS OR WEEKS . 





^ AOO TOAU.7WSTME 

RAO YeARS HARvesrS ^\ 
lv£Re LOIa/AND SHORTA&ES AMO \ 
WMIMGS OCCURReo (eve KJ IF THe 

kich uuemt RiGt+r o w effriws ) . gua 

CUR, 0 P£AM HISTORIAN HAS 0 )UNT £0 
S'? MAIOR. FAMINES fterwe^N 
Ttte I 0 TH AWOTH£ ( 6 TH GeWTURlfiS 
\ AKi augra 6€ of owe eueoy 
\ t^n years . > 




5 Famine 
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During the famine, there was 
enough food inside Ireland to 
feed twice the actual 
population of eight million and 
huge exports of wheat, oats, 
barley, cattle, pigs, eggs and 
butter continued routinely. 
Wheat, oats and barley were, 
however, what we'd call today 
“cashcrops” grown for export 
and profit. The Irish peasant 
never ate them but grew them 
for the landlord. Why? 

Because his rent came first — 
even if his children were 
crying from hunger. Non- 
payment of rent meant certain 
eviction and a death sentence 
to slow starvation, for 
alternative wage-labour was 
virtually non-existant. 


Competition for land was 
fierce and rents commonly 80- 
100% higher than in England. 
During one famine year 
£6,000,000 was remitted to 
England from Ireland, but 
almost nothing was reinvested 
by landlords. 

Holdings were divided, 
subdivided — often by parents 
who could scarcely turn their 
children out to starve. At least 
half the holdings were under 
five acres, and thousands so 
small they weren’t even 
counted in the census. None- 
theless, people kept on having 
lots of children as their only 
insurance against destitution 
in old age. 





Even in “good” years, the Irish often went 
hungry during the lean summer season before 
the new potatoes came in and had to borrow 
from the dreaded “gombeen man” — the local 
usurer — to tide them over. The successive 
potato blights of 1846 and 1848 exacerbated all 
the injustices and hardships of “normal” times. 
Hungry people ate their seed potatoes, so had 
little to plant the following season. Landlords or 
their stewards got rid of tenants unable to pay 
their rents and razed their cottages. 





6 Emigration 

The price of the little food available rose 
astronomically, but few people were employed, 
even on hastily conceived public works, so they 
couldn’t buy it. They pawned their few 
possessions, lived on grass or weeds as long as 
they could, then died — in roadside ditches if 
they had been turned out. Little food aid came 
from the British government which preferred to 
rely on private enterprise and the workings of 
the “free market”. Though some money was 
raised privately for famine relief, there were 
insuperable logistical problems of distribution. 
When the wretched Irish showed the least signs 
of revolt, the government sent in not food but 
more troops (who also protected the food 
exports). Of those Irish who remained able 
bodied, over a million emigrated to America, 
and as many to England, Scotland or Wales. 
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that's amciemt\ 
HISTORY. WHY GO OKI 
APO ir/\ FAMINE 
TW HAFF£N£D 0 
V 135 YEARS ASO Fy 


cboss otrr trelaNd, 
substitute Third world > 
and you'll UNDERSTAND 
50M£ OF THE REASONS SO 

jiaan y pcopLe are hungry 
Today. Export of Food in 

TIMES OF FAMINE. 
INDEBTED NESS AND HIGH 

RENTS, eviction! of 
tenants, tiny holdings 
no alternative jobs et< 
we' ll soon set now iwe- 
FACTORS HIT peopue fisJ 
TODAY'S DOMINATED 

COUNTIES AND 

DOMINATION WAS XR6LA 
REAL PftOWEM . 




THE FACTORS H rr p€ 

/ FACT REMAIMS SSJrl,^- - 
that Europe does domination u 
NOT HAVE FAMINES ftef>L p SL£M - 
ANYMORE . WHY CANT THE THIRD 
WORLD COUNTRIES PULlTHEIK 
SOCKS UP AND ELIMINATE. 

V HUNGER LIKE THE J 

EUROPEANS DID ?^/_. 
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E>£jCflUf»E. OF THREE. 

CRUCIAL- FACTORS EUROPEANS 
USED TO THEIR. ADVANTAGE 
AMO WHICH ARE NOW 

Gome forever , j 




From the. isth century, 
Jobs were becoming } 

AVAILABLE INI NEW 
INDUSTRIES. YOU COULD SAY. 
IN FACT, THAT PEASANTS 
WERE ELIMINATED IN ORDER. 

to provide A Plentiful, 
and cheap industrjAl. 
LASOUR fORCE. MINES USED 
WORE HUMAN LABOUR. THAN 
MACHiNERy . NEW fACTOR(£S 
AND MILLS used MACHINES. 

Yes , but they heeded lots 

OF HANDS TO TEND THEM . 

Modern technology uses 

MUCH LESS LABOUR TO 
SERVICE (T, AND IT ‘5 
modernj technology — 

TH£ ONLy KJND AVAILABLE - 

— That the third world 
is IMPORTING for its 
industries . 


MEANWHILE the wow- 
developed countries have 
an enormous head- start, 
and it is their, industrial 
goods that supply 9V* of 

the WORLD MARKET. THESE 
COUNTRIES ALSO EReCTTARlff 
BARRIERS AGAINST THIRD 
WORLD MANUFACTURE^ . 

So industry in the poor. 

COUNTRIES does NT CREATE 

anything UK£ enough 

30&5 FOR. THE ESTIMATED 
350 MlmoN PEOPLE WHO 

need them . jobless 

PEOPLE jUJlTH WO INCOME 

are hungry people . THE 

CITIES CAnT ABSORB THE 

displaced rural 
Population in sufficient 
NUMBERS. 




Migration. Aboutlwo million destitute Irish 
went somewhere else to try to make a new life. 
From 1846 to 1932, over 50 million Europeans 
emigrated (more than half went to the US). 
Places like America and Australia, Algeria and 
Argentina, Canada and Southern Africa 


provided safety valves for Europe. Today there 
are no new frontiers. 



The emigration that now takes place from the 
Third World to the First benefits the rich. 

Migrant workers do dirty but necessary jobs for 
low pay. The brain-drain supplies industrialised 
countries with Third World-trained doctors, 
engineers and technicians. This concentrates 
even more know-how in the rich nations. 
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Colonialism. This is, partly, a more violent 
form of migration. It is also a system for the 
forcible extraction of wealth from conquered 
peoples. Naturally, there were food shortages 
and famines in today’s poor countries before 
the Europeans came. Local peasants had 
princes, landlords and chieftains of their own to 
contend with. They also had, just as Europeans 
had for centuries, problems of low productivity 
that could leave them vulnerable to bad 
weather or blight or locusts. But pre-colonial 
famines do not generally seem to have had 
the severity or scope of “modern” ones. 


Paternalism played a role. Powerholders 
couldn’t let their dependents starve, if only 
because they needed them to get in the next 
harvest. Dependency thus worked both ways 
and could help at least some of the poor in lean 
times. 
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European tr/wcllers of the \b%ro 
GEWTuRjes OfTerj returned from th£ir 

JOURMdYS TO WHAT IS MOW TH€ "TtttRDWOfcU/ 


DAZZLED BYTH6 KX?D Ai5UN)DAMC€: 1X67 HAD 
WITNESSED. 


Closer. to us,neRt t$ ww 
A FRENCH OolONlAL- 
iNSPecroR. wnore. to His 

GOUERNMEMT FROM 
FAMINE- STRICKEN UPPER. 
VOUTA IN iq'S'i 
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Naturally, the government 
paid no attention. 
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But the Inspector put his 
finger on one of the chief 
causes of hunger. Not 
drought, or hail, or locusts — 
periodic hazards the people 
expected and planned for — 
but the power to force one 
country to devote its 
resources to producing crops 
(or raw materials) for another. 

. That's what colonialism is 
about. 


You could call it the game of 
crops and robbers. 

The French Connection — or 
the Spanish, Portuguese, 
British, Belgian, American, 
Italian or German one — 
meant that people now had to 
cope with the "holders of 
political and economic power" 
at the international level as 
well. 




The colonial powers wanted 
raw materials for their 
industries. In the early 20th 
century, the British Peruvian 
Amazon Company forced 
thousands of Indians to 
collect and carry rubber to 
river stations. To make them 
work, they were driven off 
their subsistence plots and 
made dependent on food 
imported by the company. 
Thousands died of hunger 
(and murder). 


In the Belgian Congo, finance 
companies expropriated 
millions of hectares, burned 
the Africans’ villages and 
forced them to grow and 
gather plantation crops at 
gunpoint. Such companies 
were the ancestors of today’s 
transnationals. 



The mother countries also 
wanted cheap or free labour to 
cultivate their cash crops. If 
there was not enough 
available locally, they could 
ship it in. The slave-trade 
fuelled Caribbean sugar planta- 
tations and provided the 
man/woman power necessary 
forthe US cotton-growing 
south. 


/ The freajch 

/ WERE MORE DEVIOUS \ 
f IK) THEIR METHODS. WHY \ 
USE m/\N POWER, TO &URM \ 
V/H-LA&ES AMD COERCE 
LAROuR T U# fy GO TO THE 
EXPENSE OF PLANTATIONS 

when you CAW MA<£ 

THE Mflmyes WORK. For 
Vou OK) THEIR OWfJ LAND? 

t/katiqw was the answer. 

IF PEOPLE CMOnT PAY THEIR 

Taxes you could auways, 

THEM } PUT THEM iNPRtSOK) , 
\ OR FORCED LA1S0UR GflNSS/ 
' \ THAT WAS THEiR- / 

v. pR.oe*L£M. y 







The. most useful 

FuMCTIOjsI uJhiCH THE 
COLONIES PERFORM (S TC 

supply the Mother oounjtr: 

I *ADE WITH A R£ftpy - MADE 
f * ARKfiT (TO Ger ITS IWOUSTW 
AWO MAINTAIN IT;AWl 

TO Supply the iNHA&rrANl 
OF THE MOTHER COUNTRY 
With IN)CR6rt5EQ pROF I* 
WAGES OR. 

commodities. 



French reasoning: The African 
grows millet and sorgho. 

Millet and sorgho are of no 
interest whatever to French 
industry. Therefore the 
African must grow peanuts 
and cotton, which are. These 
he can sell, fora very low 
price, directly to our firms’ 
representatives. 

With this income he can pay 
his taxes. 

Thus he can support the entire 
cost of our own colonial 
Administration and Army. 


These taxes were fixed, not 
proportional and in cash. That 
is, the most burdensome kind 
of obligation for the peasant. 
Note the beauty and 
symmetry of a system which 
introduces money into 
societies which previously 
used it very little, if at all. 

The French print the money. 
The African has to earn it 
from the French. 

The money returns to the 
French via taxes. 

NEAT! 



conversation between a french administrative 
subordinate, and Governor, blacHer of wiser , i$31 : 


m€R£S A 'TCRRI&LE IT^> 

in rwy disT rict. People ARt ** You to be i£55 

LIVING OW&RASGfiSAND jLEtsHESfTANP ONTH£ 


havg too rv\oN€V For. 
^,T f\XBS. ^ 


'contra ry, exf&x you 

To HASTBslTHeoou^CTlON 
OF TAKES OWeDByTftose 
UNDER ytJUR JURiSWCTlOM 






Able-bodied men also had to 
work on corvees — a set 
number of days a year — often 
when they should have been 
doing farm work. Many also 
had to emigrate to find wage 
labour to pay their taxes. 

No wonder storehouses were 
soon emptied and chronic 
j hunger resulted. Famine was 
no excuse, however, for not 
I paying taxes. 




The British had a system in India as neat as the 
one the French devised for Africa. They, too, 
wanted taxes and used the local gentry as tax- 
collectors (the Zamindari — literally “earth- 
holders” in Hindi.) They owed the British Raj a 
set sum every year. The Zamindari, in turn, 
named underlings, who named other under- 
lings, etc. right down to the peasant. In some 
areas, scholars have counted up to 40 inter- 
mediaries between the lowliest peasant and the 
Viceroy. 

The trick was that each intermediary could 
keep any money over and above the sum he 
owed to the man immediately above him — so 
all had an incentive to extort the maximum. 
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The British also destroyed the Indian textile 
industry by flooding the market with British 
cotton goods, while requiring India to export its 
raw cotton. 

What makes a “cash crop" is who eats or uses 
it.Eaters and users are not the producers. After 
the opening of the Suez Canal, India began 
exporting wheat to Britain. During the three 
terrible famine years of 1876-79 during which 
about six million people died, three and 3/4 
million tonnes of grain were shipped out. 

Many individuals who served in the colonies 
were competent, devoted, good people with a 
sincere desire to “take up the white man's 
burden” and help the natives. But the system 
they served had the net effect of impoverishing 
these countries and hampering their develop- 
ment. The mother countries became rich at - — 

their expense and left them with a food 

problem. / Th£ MflTHCG Q7UWTRI69 > 

j UJAWTCO NffT INDUSTRIAL 
VCTOP5 I5UT foot?. J 



TopAY, POLITICAL 

Colonialism is nearly Dead, 
either, the mother, coy wttfiES 

GRANTED INDEPENDENCE, 
NATIONAL LIBERATION 
MOv/EAieNTS POu&HT FOR TT 
And Won . but economic 
colonialism lives on .rrs 
effects on peoples' diets 

ARE, STILL DISASTROUS JN 
many former, colonies, the 

NEW LEADERS, USUALLY 
EDUCATED IN AND By TH£ 
MOTHER COUNTRIES, HAVE 
MADE NO EFFORTS To 
CHANGE COLONIAL CROP 

Patterns . 


THUS SENEGAL STILL 
DEVOTES C\/£|R. HALF ITS 

arable, land to peanuts 
and the PHILIPPINES 6roW 
Coconut oil-fwlms and 
sugar on over half their. 

CROPLAND. 

WHAr HAPPENS iajHEN a 

still— dominated 
country depends on tust 
ONE OR TWO cash CROPS f&R 
MOST OF ITS INCOME IN HARD 

currency ? Sugar-cane 
coffee jTEA , cocoa, etc . are 
Grown iinJ poor countries, 
But THE PRICES THESE CROPS 
FETCH ARE SET ON RICH COUNTS^ 
commodities markets . 
Individual producing 
couwrRies twwe no control 

OVER WORLD PRICES 
WHICH ARE VULN€RABLE TO 
SPECULATION. 


Iwhem The price goes up> , 

UJ£ PRODUCE AND SELL MORE 
TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF IT- 
Bur All THE OTHER PRODUCE P- 
Countries are poingouvctly. 
the same .THl 5 Cfc£/nes / 
A GLUT. 
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IwHENthe price Goes downT^x 
WE STILL PRODUCE MORE j^UST ' 
ro MAINTAIN A I'VtaKEr HOPING ' 

to weep our income at the 
SAME t£U£ L AT WORST .THl 5 
means even more land, 

PERT! L| Z£R > RESEARCH , [ 

labour, investment, etc 

Mar bewoTEP "© &xn> 

CROPS. 



■u 



Nearly all the processing, like 
turning cocoa beans into 
breakfast chocolate or coffee 
beans into soluble coffee, is 
done in the industrialised 
countries. This is called 
“adding value". What it 
certainly adds is cost. In the 
rich countries, we spend 
about $200 billion a year on 
agricultural products that 
originated in the Third World. 
The producer countries only 
get about $35 billion of this — 
a shabby 15%. The rest is 
skimmed off by middlemen — 
mostly the giant transnational 
corporations that control 
transport, processing and 
distribution. 
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MEANWHILE. TH£ PRICES RICH COuNTTRt£S CHANGE. ¥ 0 & INDUSTRIAL 

Goods keep going up.ther&'S* another ia/ord for 'T * 





How Are. third world governments sharing out the 

REVENUES from CASH CROP COFFEE > COCOA OR COCONUTS ? 
DOES Some OF THU WEALTH GO INTO TRACTORS ANO CEMENT 

for Evervone’s benefit? or into Mercedes automobiles 

'C^\AfJD CHAMPAGNE ? ALL VOU CAN DO WITH CHAMPAGNE IS 

W Drink <t . THAT is Consume it- large chunks of nwnV 

\THIRD WORLD BUDGETS Go TD CONSUMER RATHER TttAK) 

capital goods ( \jl Products which can or used to 

create Something else.) 



WHAT ABOUT THE PEASANTS WHOSE LABOUR. PRODUCES CASH 
CROPS - AND THE. RJORfeST Op THEM , WE HUNGRY ? 


IN PLACES LUCE &RAZ.lL ) TH€ RICHEST lO* 6 GET OVER HALF OF 
ALL HOUSEHOLD INCOMES , LEAVING SOME *£ OR. ‘5*** pOR. 
THE POOREST 20% IN THE SOMEWHAT LESS EKTRewe. 
CASE OF XNDIA. THE TOP 10% OP HOUSEHOLDS GET 3S 9 *; 
THE LOWEST *20% GET <o* OP INCOMES . 
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MOBTOFTHtTHlP^ WORLD ’S ENCRSlES ARC60t*>6 INTO 
CASH CROPS , THEIR OWN) RX>& CROPS Aft£ MeSUECtet>. 

wHflrri more value is taken from tm< cpuwmystoe 
(iN THE FORM OF ASRlLULfURAL. PRODUCE ) AN C> RETURNS 
TO TH£ ones (AS IMPORTS PoR *TT+€ VM^LTHV J OR €V*l4 
POR " DEVELOPMENT “ PROJECTS LIKE. HOSPITALS THAT 
BENEFIT ONLY crry CNOCU2RS. 
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Importing Starvation 


With little investment in 
agriculture, yields are reduced 
and few jobs are created. No 
job = no money = no food. 
Since food crops are 
neglected, shortages soon 
occur. No government can 
simply ignore them. It must 
feed at least some people 
(especially the ones who live 
in cities.) Rioting mobs are 
known to be dangerous for a 
government’s health. 

Food imports become impera- 
tive. The big cereal exporters 
like Canada, Australia and 
France are only too happy to 
oblige with grain, fora price. 
The US, the biggest of all, is 
the happiest, since fully 20% 
of all its trade revenues come 
from agricultural exports. 

Uncle Sam has every interest 
in keeping both volume and 
prices of his food exports as 
high as he can. 

Repression is another answer 
in times of scarcity — and 
governments know it. 

In 1973, thirteen countries 
which had recently suffered 
serious food shortages were 
all devoting at least twice as 
much to '‘defense’’ (including 
police) as to investment in 
agriculture. 
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W£ EXPORT AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS 
AT PRiceg w£ don't control in exchange y/, 
pQR IMPORTING AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS \ ' 
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The Substitute Racket 

There’s another good reason for not relying on 
cash crops for national livelihood. Rich 
countries’ industries (the transnational 
corporations that process and sell foods) won’t 
accept raw material prices they can’t pass on to 
the consumer. They have developed sub- 
stitutes for all kinds of tropical products. Some 
are already in full-scale industrial production, 
like super-sweet syrup from corn, replacing 
cane sugar. Soap and margarine manu- 
facturers, like Unilever, can replace any oil with 
any other (soybean for palm or coconut) 
without any change in quality. Other sub- 
stitutes are ready to go when the time comes. 
Flavour chemists know how to create the 
"natural” taste of coffee or chocolate in 
processed food products from barley, peanuts 
or other temperate country crops. Even if the 
Third World countries get higher prices for 
their commodities, they have no guarantee they 
can sell the same quantities as before. 


m 




62 



63 


The Population Scare 

This isprobably wrtHtVMwy you've heard the hummer 

STORY PRESENTED . IF YOU UV/E. IN A RICH COUNTRY, YOU'VE 
DOUBTLESS HEARD SOMETHING ENTIRELY DIFFERENT, BECAUSE 

rich country elites are powerful, but also Frightened 

OF MWT f OF THIRD WORLD PEOPLE — MORE SPECIFICALLY ) 

ThfciR numbers. 1 


These 

Current population 

SHortof /figures are stag gerin^ 

, THERMO -NUClCAR. /A wD T Think TH€Y 0 O IWWG 
WAR. lT$€LF,FOFMl/?fl0Wf A ^O^NTlALLy 6*plOSI\J£ 
zCjftouuTH iSTHee«AV/esr condition of Social, and 
/ issue the \wo«a> faces \ FburtcAU 7UR&u(_£Nce ; wrm . 

/OUERTHC KCApeS AHCAD AJUTlCAL. D€MANDSj 
I INDEED. IN MAKJV UJAYS \ I HOREASl K)& DlSSATlSfl^CfW^J 

I RAMffcNT POPULATION GfcdUJTHx! 1 ™ THfe <?UO. 

y $> an euerj More p/HoeefcoasV-x 
AND SUlSTUe THRGATTO TUG / \\V ( 
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I Suppress standards op living \ 

/ THROUGHOUT Tl^e WOftUD.... IK) Trt£ SH okA 
7 TiMe rr -rAKes ib say "rms is j*>n sreousp 
r There ARje Five frAowe people born (mto 

! THIS WORLD THAN) HAVE PieD 
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Dr. mormam Borlaug, 

FATHER OF THE. M &Re£M 
EVOLUTION? 
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The Neo-Malthusians 

Such views on population are 
often called “malthusian”, 
from Rev. T.R. Malthus (1766- 
1834) whose Essay on the 
Principle of Population 
pointed out that population, 
unchecked, increases geo- 
metrically (1,2, 4, 8 etc.) 
whereas food production can 
only increase arithmetically 
(1, 2, 3, 4 etc.). The former will 
therefore always tend to 
outstrip the latter, but it will be 
‘checked’ by disease, war, 
famine and other calamities, 
affecting especially the poorer 
classes. 

Malthus, no longer much read, 
has been criticised for a lot of 
things he never actually said. 








Certainly he was a conserva- 
tive and a defender of private 
property; but he came out 
against luxury goods for the 
rich as unproductive. " The 
present great inequality of 
property (which) is neither 
necessary nor useful to 
society. On the contrary, it 
must certainly be considered 
as an evil." 

He also supported public 
investment in agriculture for 
provision of both food and 
employment and saw that 
demand for fewer available 
labourers “would better the 
condition of the poor ... a 
labourer might then support 
his wife and family as well by 
the labour of six hours as he 
could before by the labour of 


Malthus never advocated 
controlling population so the 
rich could accumulate more. 
He hoped to improve the lot of 
the working poor by 
convincing them to reduce 
their numbers through “moral 
restraint”, 

Messrs, McNamara, 

Brzezinski, Borlaug and 
hundreds of others like them 
are not, therefore, really 
“malthusians”. They are 
scared. They fear too many 
miserable people may make 
"political demands” which 
cannot be satisfied without 
basic changes in present 
wealth and power distribution 
— or start a revolutionary 
chain reaction which could 
touch even the rich countries. 



We have all heard that over- 
population is the cause of 
hunger. But how many, 
exactly, is over- population? 
Over in relation to what? 

In relation to some ideal level 
where available resources, 
including food, are “in 
balance” with the number of 
people who want to consume 
them. 


Aha! But who, then, is 
consuming the “available 
resources"? The United 
States, with 6% of world 
population, appears to need 
35% of them. Inhabitants of 
the poorest countries each 
consume 1%as much energy 
yearly as an American. The 
rich countries as a whole (25°/ 
of world population) eat two- 
thirds of the world’s food 
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More interesting facts. China, 
before 1949, had 500 million 
people and wealth concen- 
trated in very few hands. It had 
famines somewhere nearly 
every year. China today, after 
the revolution, has one billion 
people, state farms, 
communes and private plots. 
Its population is adequately if 
not luxuriously fed. 


Also interesting. China has 
only half as much arable land 
per person as India. No 
hunger, either, in Taiwan or 
South Korea which have only 
half as much arable land per 
person as Bangladesh and 
Indonesia. 



Breat Britain with 583 people per square mile is 
India with 516 people per square mile is 


populated. 


fiolland with 1117 people per square mile is 
Irazil with 38, or Bolivia with 12, are 


Irancewith 251, or China with 271, are 


populated, 
populated 


populated, 
populated. 
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Concentration of land in few hands and 
insecurity of tenure severely limit the amount of 
food that can be produced. So the obvious 
solution for those in power is to try to keep the 
population down to a level that can be 
accommodated by existing unjust land-tenure 
structures. This helps to explain their huge 
contributions to population-control 
programmes. They never acknowledge that 
people are not just mouths and stomachs, but 
hands and minds as well, able to improve and 
increase food and other kinds of production, 
given a chance. Historically, population growth 
has often resulted in “great leaps forward” in 
science, technology and production. 



; HOW OOTVIirtt? WORLD 
fAREWTS LOOK. AT CHILDREN? 
THEY NEED THEM . 



and they must plan to population growth rates 

HAUe, MORE. THAW THE/ WANT GO DOWN WHEN PEOPLE 
IM THE END, BECAUSE SO HAVE SOME SECURITY AND 

many children die between Access to land. 
o-£ Years 
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Naturally, women (and men) should have 
access to effective family-planning. Many 
husbands in this world still want more children 
(especially sons) than their wives do. 

Lower birth-rates would take some pressure off 
present food supplies. But that wouldn’t 
eliminate our problems. Population growth can 
aggravate hunger, but doesn't cause it. 



It’s true, many places in the tropics have fragile 
ecosystems where one needs to take special 
precautions. But the point to remember is that 
people who live as part of these systems know 
that perfectly well. Over the centuries, they 
have learned to use them rationally, and that’s 
how they’ve survived. A desert, for instance, 
may look inhospitable to you, but pastoral ists 
(nomadic herders) know how to cope with it to 
their advantage. Knowledge of the environment 
is what counts. 




THt TROPICS WY (}L TOUGH, (SUT TH£y/\PR£ftK UEffy ATTRACT (VC 
INDEED To SOME OF OUR- MODERN) AGri©uSinG5^ MEM. 




i have begim iM 
/ PLACES WHERE T£ST PLOTS \ 
/ WITH MULTIPLE CROPS WILL. 

f produce three , four, awd Five 
Times as much as the best lamp 
IW the US . LVHEN you HAVE ~5bQ DAY 
of sunshine to wortic im And You 
KAJOVaJ VJHAT you're DOING, THEN 
weuj seeds , pesrici oss, chemical! 
V Amd FeeriusERs cam give 
s\ You am EXPLOSION of , 
l\ PRODUCTION. y 
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Making Marginals 

Clearly, tropical environments 
must have something going 
for them. The problem for 
many Third World peasants is 
that they are no longer able to 
use these environments in the 
traditional ways that ensured 
their protection. For one thing, 
cash crops — or rich farmers, 
or foreigners — tend to 
occupy the richest, best, 
flattest land. Poor farmers and 
herders (the majority) are 
pushed onto hillsides or other 
marginally productive land. 
They are then accused of 
“over-cultivating” or “over- 
grazing” it, as indeed they 
must if they hope to survive. 
There’s that word again. 
“Over" in relation to what? To 
the small amount of land 
peasants are allowed to use. 
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In 83 poor countries, y % 
\ OF THE LANDHOLDERS OWN OR 

control Four - fifths of the 

HIND. 


m 


NOT TO MENTION THAT IN MftNy 
COUNTRIES » ESPCjCJAU-y IN 
ASlA^A THIRD TO A HALF OF TOE 

rural population has mo 
land at all .thats true in 
TAUA >aNSlAD£SH,MANV 
PARTS OF INDIA jDUTAISO 
EfrYP^ VerJfeZUELAjIMtK ICO ~ 
ETC. / 




Even with all these disadvantages, small J 
farmers in most places produce more food peri 
acre than large ones. Lots of vast holdings are I 
underused or not used at all. Latin America is a 
big offender here. One study showed that in | 
Brazil. Argentina and Chile, small family farms 
produced over 8 times as much to the acre as 
the largest ‘latifundia’. In Colombia, the 
efficiency of small farms was a stunning 14 
times greater. That’s because small farmers 
give the land everything they've got — mostly 
labour. But such productivity isn't possible 
where the land quality has decreased. 
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IN AFRICA, TH£ LAND 
squeeze okj peasants 
MAS RESULTED IN REDUCED 
fallow periods, where 
the land used to "rest" 

UP TO 10 YEARS OR SO, AND 
THIS LOWERS YIELDS. 

Millions ofsmall. 
SHAREtROPPERS AND 
TENANTS COULD, HOWEVER., 


PRODUCE A LOT MORE THAN 
THEV DO. SO WHY DON'T 

they ? Because they have 

TO PAY FOR ALL IMPROVEMENTS 
AND INPUTS (FfeRHUSER., 
IRRIGATION, ETC.), DUTTHE 
LANDLORD GETS MOST OF 
THE BENEFITS .THIS IS 
OBVIOUS INHEN RENT DUE 
IS PROPORTION Ai/kJND. 




tr it works That way 
Em when rent is> fixed, 
res HoW rr WORKS IKJ 

e INJC> (AM STATE OP TAMIL 
iDU . HALF the LAND THERE 
FAR IVIED UNDER TeNAMEY. 
IE LANDOWNER GETS A 
xed/kind RENT (about 
b-foo^ OF THE AVERAGE: 


Harvest ) . Sharecro pp ing 
^proportional/kind) isn't 
PRACTICED BECAUSE MOST 

LANDLORDS are absentee. 

AND IIM NO POSITIOM TO KEEP 
AN EYE ON THE VOLUME OF 
THE HARVEST .YOU WOULD 
THINK TENANTS WOULD TftV 
AND INCREASE VOLUME 
BECAUSE THIER. RENT i* FIRED. 
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BUT NO . Hl&H RENTS KEEP 
TENANTS FROM 
ACCUMUUATl NG SAVINGS. 
So THEY HAVE NO CASH TO 
INVEST IN PURCHASED 
INPUTS .THEY CAN BORROW 
V£R y UTTLE FROM OFFICIAL 


credit sources . the only 
Alternative for credit is 
the money lender, at a 
MINIMUM 6 0/& A MONTH. 
CAPITA L , ft)R THE TENANT 
COSTS MUCH MORE THAN k 
DOES FOR THE LANDOWNER.. 

Interest on the de&t 

WOULD EAT UP THE WHOLE 

product of an extra 

HARVEST. TENANTS Are 
BETTER OFFSELUN&TH6) R 
lABOUR IRREGULARLY 
THAN INVESTING IM INPUTS. 
OR IN A SECOND CROp. 

THEY MAKE PERFECTLY 
NATIONAL ECONO M IC 
DESISIONS BUT 
overall food 
production suffers, 
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Lots of people blame “climate” or “drought” for 
the Third World’s food problem. There’s no 
doubt that sharp variations in the weather hit 
producers hard. But they don’t suffer equally, 
and some even profit from bad weather. To 
understand how this happens, we can use 



Pierre Spitz’s model of the effects of drought on 
“self-provisioning”. “Spitz’s Law” is easy to 
remember: “In capitalist (“free market”) 
economies, Self Provisioning Intensity Tends 
to Zero”. Get it? The way the weather hits 
people is directly related to their relative 
economic strength. This strength, or weakness, 
is based on two factors quite foreign to people 
living in rich countries (and in cities). 

First, in industrialised societies, there are 
practically no farmers left who make their own 
bread from their own wheat. They sell their 
wheat and then buy their bread from a shop, 
like everyone else. In other words, these 
farmers live in a wholly “monetised” economy. 
Everything has cash value and is exchanged 
through the medium of money. We tend to 
forget that in poor countries, peasants produce 
first and foremost for their own family 
consumption. If part of the harvest is left over, 
so much the better. It can be bartered or sold for 
cash — this is called the “marketable surplus". 
Third World rural families have two separate 
budgets: one in cash and one in kind (food, 
mostly). 
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SI 








Second, in rich countries, 
though we notice rainy or dry 
years, and the differences 
between summer and winter, 
we're not dependent on the 
seasons or on climatic 
variations. In spite of inflation, 
we know that our loaf of bread 
is going to cosl approx imatefy 
Ihe same amount just after the 
wheat harvest and six months 
later, in a dry year or in a wel 
one. Not so lor the poor 


peasant, tf he can't grow 
enough food for himself and 
his family, he must count on 
the price of purchased lood 
going steadily upwards 
between one harvest and the 
next. He knows thal in a bad 
year, prices will go up more. 
The peasant lives from week 
to week, month to month, and 
the bases of the decisions he 
has to make are constantly 
shifting. 


SUPPOSE W£ wUftWTTD STUDY R)Ot> PRODUCTION AND 
CONSUMPTION IN /°>M INDIAN 1 /?lUV&£ . MOST RESPECTABLE 
PHDS IN AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS WOULD TfcU-USTD *. 


/ ' <Set our twro the ft elds 

insure THe area and ascertain V 
T he qual rry of eacHfami ly's land s . \ 

THESE SHOULD Sfe LIGHTED WITH THE \ 
KlWD Of TECHNOLOGY USED (IRRIGATION? \ 
FERTILISER.? ) AMD THE AMOUNT OF LABOUR \ 

Employed .these variables should allow 1 
us To calculate the Average Yield, FROM 
WHICH we MUST BE CAREFUL To DEDUCT THE 
Costs of Technology and of paid labour.. 
Them we mustooumtthe number of 
Mouths to feed per family and determine 

THE NECESSARY NUMBER. OF KILOS OF GRAIN 
needed foR adequate nutrition , 
According to the age., sex and workload 
OF EACH -FAMILY MEMBER, PER. ANNUM . 

Hawiwe calculated all this t&RjSay, 

V TuoO hundred Families inTHeVillaee., 

I WE CAN DeTEfli MINE THE PERCENTAGE 

OF f ami Lies whose AueRftce yields) 
a tee inferior the amount of / 

V R)00 THEoReTlCALLY wecessARY / 
X FDR THEirt PROPER NUTrerT lOKk/ 
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Pf the student doesn't detail this 
measuring and calcufating hiffl/hersetf. he’s 
supposed to question afl the heads of families 
very closely on these matters. 

Such surveys provide thesis material for 
advanced degree candidates and gainluP 
emp I oyme n t to co mpyter cor po ration 
personnel. 




How 

The Peasant Measures Output 


Since families in Indian 
villages have little opportunity 
to employ computer 
programmers, they do not 
proceed in this fashion. The 
peasant may not even know 
the precise size of his plot, nor 
have any very clear ideas 
about his average yield per 
unit of land. This is why many 
PhDs consider him 
"backward” and "irrational". 


What the peasant does know, 
however, to the week or the 
day, is how long he was able 
to feed his family from his 
harvest, and when he had to 
start making cash outlays for 
food. Think about it. This one 
piece of information takes in 
land area and quality, yield , 
technology, labour use, 
number of mouths to feed and 
levels of consumption per 
family member. 
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W£‘Mt GOT 
TE.M ACRES OF 
UN l RRI GATED LAND, 
FIUE CHILDREN BETWEEN 
8 AND 20 , AND GRANNY. 
We can PRODUCE F OR. 
SIX. MONTHS of 
Self -provisioning 


so can we 

WITH s ACRES OF 
IRRIGATED LAND , A 

part -Time hhupHand 
and 4 - Children! 
UNDER 10 . 


neither family needs 


ft cotA pure R • &ur they Mlc 
HAVE TO MAKE THE SAME 
KINDS of DIFFICULT choices 
AMP SOLWG THE SAME 


PROBLEMS during the 
Course OF THE YEAR ,R€CAuSC 

£ACH IS CONFRONTED UHTH A 

Six MONTH food gap. 
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Spitz's Model Of Seven 
Families 


Now let’s set up & table to show how good and 
bad years affect different families according to 
their rung in the social and economic ladder. 

To simplify, assume that we are starting the 
year just after harvest and all the people in the 
village have paid off their obligations on the 
first day of the year. We’ll also assume a single 
harvest a year and that none of the families 
have kept carryover stocks from the previous 
year. Of course, all families are consuming their 
Year One harvest and at the same time 
producing the harvest to be brought in at the 
end of Year Two. Year Two turns out to be a 
bad drought year, and every family’s 
production goes down by one-third. The 
consequences of the drought will be felt in Year 
Three. Here’s how the change in climate will hit 
seven typical families in our village, called: 



We are dealing here only with families that have 
some land. The landless are worse off. 

In many places, there may be two (occasionally 
even three) harvests a year. This would 
complicate the calendar, but not change the 
principle. 

We are not comparing rigorously equal 
quantities because all figures are given in 
number of months of self-provisioning, and as 
we’ve seen, one family's consumption for the 
same number of months may be greater or 
smaller than another’s. We are comparing the 
situations each one faces. 










FAMILY 








1 All 


The wealthiest family in the 
village, with a total of 36 
months of self-provisioning in 
a good year (12 + 24 of 
surplus). After the drought 
year, their marketable surplus 
drops by 50%. (Actually, it 
wouldn’t drop that much 
because rich families have 


more control over water and 
other resources, but we’re 
trying to keep this manage- 
able.) But they will stay as rich 
and doubtless even improve 
their position. They do not 
have to reduce consumption 
after a reduced harvest. Their 
health will not suffer, and all 




the Alis will have plenty of 
energy for the peak farm-work 
period {which starts about 
month 7). Moreover, even 
though Ali’s marketable 
surplus has been reduced by 
half, he can afford to wait to 
sell it. The longer he waits, the 
higher he knows prices will 


go. If prices double, Ali’s 
income will be exactly the 
same as in a “good” year. If 
prices triple, his cash income 
will actually rise by 50%. In a 
real famine year, he could 
make a killing as prices 
increased by a factor of eight 
to ten towards the end of 
month 12. 




2 Baba 3 Cool 


Situation akin to All’s. But Cool, in the post-drought year 

since Baba’s surplus has been has no surplus at all. But his 
reduced by two-thirds, he may family was accustomed to some 
decide to cut his family’s money income. Cool reduces 

consumption in order to have everyone’s rations in order to 

more grain to sell and keep his keep on paying his son's 

cash income stable. school fees. He postpones his 

daughter s wedding, and buys 
no clothes or farm inputs 
in hopes of a better harvest in 
year three. 




4 Dark 


Dark can just make it in a 
good year. Suddenly he is 
confronted with the need to 
cut his family’s consumption 
by a third, or find outside 
work. He’s lucky enough to 
find a job right away, and buys 
food with his wages. He 
knows it’s better to buy cheap 
now and eat his own grain 
later when prices will be much 
higher. But he’s employed on 
someone else’s land when he 
ought to be working his own. 
His year three harvest will 
suffer. 
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5 Eke 


The Ekes try Dark’s strategy 
because they will only be able 
to cover half a year’s needs 
with their own produce. Ali 
accepts to employ Eke and 
Eke’s son, at wages well under 
the going "good year” rate. He 
puts them to work repairing 
his irrigation well and digging 
a new one. These improve- 


ments to Ali’s property cost 
him very little. Eke still has to 
borrow grain from Ali to make 
it through months 10 to 12. 
From his next meagre harvest, 
on day one, he’ll have to 
pay back 1 y 2 measures for 
every measure borrowed. His 
consumption in year three is 
cut drastically, but will be cut 
even more in year four. Eke 
gets so little to eat that he's 
often too ill and exhausted to 
work when plowing and 
sowing time comes. 




6 Fail 

Fail has to borrow from Ali 
even earlier, mortgaging his 
land as collateral. Where does 
Ali get the wherewithal to 
lend? Partly from his own cash 
reserves, but mostly from the 
local bank where he’s a good 
customer. He borrows at 
legitimate interest-rates and 
re-lends at ten times the 


interest. Fail’s daughter 
accepts unpaid, unlimited 
service, in exchange for being 
fed, in the Ali’s scullery, 
making one less mouth to 
feed. Fail’s son leaves school 
to look for casual work. The 
family's fate will depend on 
whether he finds it. If not, Ali 
may foreclose on Fail’s land. 
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7 Gone 

Gone and his family are 
already deeply in debt from 
month three. They make it 
barely through month six on 
credit and selling off cheap 
Mrs. Gone’s remaining jewelry 
and Gone’s bullock. Finally, 
Gone can get no more credit 
and the family literally begins 
to starve. As a last resort, he 
has to sell his land — to Ali, 
who buys it at several times 
less than its value. Without 
work or land, Gone goes — to 
the city, where we lose his 
trace. He may be dead by now. 



needless To sAY, there are 
far more. Dark, eice, Fail. 
Af JO GONE. FAMILIES IMTHE. 
Third world countryside. 

THAN THERE ARE A LI 5 ,QA&AS 
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is a big Factor in their 
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What is Famine ? 



No surprise that with a lower harvest, prices 
rise. But note also in this case that when the 
harvest goes down by a third, the surplus drops 
by over 60% (from 42 to 16 months equivalent 
self-provisioning). A bad year has an effect on 
prices that is much greater, proportionally, than 
on production. This happens internationally 
too. In 1973, world harvests dropped by only 
about 2%, but world grain prices shot up to 
unprecedented levels, sometimes by as much 
as 300%. 

We keep coming back to the basic, unavoidable 
fact. People have no power over land and 
income. Too little/no land; too little/no income 
equals hunger and sometimes physical 
extinction. If this condition simultaneously hits 
large segments of the population, what you get 
is called famine. 
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Every famine has its own 
specific causes because the 
relationships between the 
dominating/powerful and 
dominated/powerless classes 
are different in each society 
and historical period. A 
natural disaster like blight or 
drought can easily trigger it 
off. But the drought is not the 
basic cause. Lots of other 
factors come into play — 
factors against which the 
hungry can offer little 
resistance. Poor people, by 
definition, have very limited 


options. Control over food 
supplies, being vital in any 
society, is a terrain for 
conflict. As the conflict grows 
more acute, the whole society 
sometimes breaks down. A 
famine, whether in Ireland or 
in India, represents a major | 
crisis in a social system. That 
society won’t simply “go back 
to normal" once the crisis is 
past. Unless the powerless 1 
have somehow managed to 
take control, their situation is 
going to be even worse in the 
future. These crises have 
some common features. 
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FOOD RESERVES ' 
SE6P5 ARE EATEN AND 
DRAUGHT ANIMALS ARE. 
SOLD. THIS REDUCES THE 
CROP yifiLDSTWE FOLLOWING 
YEAR .HEAVY BORROWING 
ENSUES ; EQUIPMENT AND 
LAND ARE MORT6AGED . 


MORE. concentration 

OF LAND IN FEWER HANDS 
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NO SECURE. TITLE TO LAND 1 

landlord* evict Excess t enants who i 

C OULD CLAIM A SHARE OF THE HARVEST . T»t | 
WfcALTHYCAN ACQUIRE AT " FAMINE PRICES LAND 
THAT SMALL PEASANTS ARE SELLING* A3 A LAST 
RESORT IN ORDER TO Buy FOOD 

MORE LANDLESS PEOPLE AFTER THE FAMINE I 



NO Job opportunities : 

THE WU MISER. OF LANDLESS 
TO&SEtKERS INCREASES. SO DOES , 

the com perm ow for the few Jobs 
available, so wages go down in 
spite of higher, food prices . 

MORE UNEMPLOYED AFTER... 


NO place to go : 4 I 

ExEPT THE OTY, WHERE THEY MAY FIND A SOUP 
KlTCHENJ IF THEY ARE LUCKY AND IF THE ARMY 
DOESN'T BEAT THEM BACK 

MORE DISPLACED RURAL MIGRANTS IN CITY I 
slums After the famine 

all OF WHICH SETS THE STAGE FOR AM EVEN WORSE 
famine next time THERE IS a natural 
Disaster uk£ blight or drought, the Rich 

HAVE GOT RICHER. THE POOR MORE MARGINAL . 
front THE URBAN ANDTHE RURAL PROLfcTAR I AT 
HAVE. GROWN LARGER , 
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I Harmful Interventions 

Rich countries and international agencies with 
their “aid” programmes and "development 
solutions” contribute to making an already 
calamitous situation even worse. 

They push “population control” (and dump 
unsafe contraceptives in Third World countries) 
■ instead of trying to change the conditions that 
make people need children. 



They encourage cash-crop production and 
refuse most other Third World goods through 
trade barriers. 
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They consistently give economic, political and 
military support to regimes that have no 
intention of improving the lot of their own poor 
people. And they do everything to wreck the 
efforts of those who do strive for agrarian 
reform and fairer distribution (Allende’s 
Popular Unity government in Chile, for 
example). 

There is a more subtle and ultimately more 
harmful kind of intervention the West touts as a 
"solution”, and it takes a little more explaining. 
Essentially, rich countries are trying to make 
Third World food systems resemble or serve 
their own. If they could manage it (which they 
can’t, entirely, yet), the most powerful countries 
would set up a single world food-system which 
they controlled. 

Instead of telling the dominating countries to 
go to hell; instead of inventing their own 
solutions to their own problems, most 
dominated countries seem to want to imitate 
rich country food systems, 





Imitation is not only the sincerest form of 
flattery — it's very good for business and for 
enhancing political clout as well. Europe has 
already exchanged its pre-war food system for 
the version made in USA. Now the vote is 
unanimous. The US system is the most 
Developed, the most Modern, the most 
Efficient, the most Productive. The eighth 
wonder of the world, in sum. 

If syphilis were American, would the rest of the 
world want it? 

It’s understandable. People admire a food 
system that keeps pouring a stream of wheat, 
feedgrains, soybeans and even rice from a 
bottomless cornucopia onto world markets. 
Where would everyone else be without this 
bounty? America seems to be the bread-basket 
to end all bread-baskets. 

Before we join the chorus of praise, we want 
to ask two pertinent or impertinent questions. 
First, is this system really so Efficient, so 
Productive etc? 

Second, and more important in the context of 
world hunger, should it be a model for the rest 
of the world? 

Our answer to both questions is NO. 


What Is A Food System ? 


The reasons lie in the very nature of this food 
system — and it's about time we defined that 
term. A food system looks like this: 


Bib INPUTS. 

SEEDS , MACH I NERy, WATER, 
F£RT I LI Z.ER AND CHEMICALS 
ReSfcARCH ANJt> CREDIT. 
EVERYTHING THAT GOES JFVTO* 
«ROOUCTIOM. 


(SB AGRICULTURAL PfcOjXJCrW 

EVERYTHING the farmer 

OR AWIWAL RAISER DOES. 



you CAM USE. A SIMPLE, 

model Uk£ This To describe. 

THE WAY AMY COMMUNITY 
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STORAGE .PROCESSING 
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AND MASS FEEDING '• 
EVERYTHING THATT HAPPENS 
To Food AFTER rr lEAVGS 
the Farmer, until it 
REACHES THE 
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Industrial Farming 


In industrialised countries, we 
have gradually given much 
more weight to sectors one 
and three. This means very 
small proportions of our 
populations (just 2-3% in the 
US or UK) are actually 
engaged in farming. We 
produce great amounts of 
food with few people because 
we devote enormous amounts 
of capital to inputs — like 
hybrid seeds and fertilisers 
and labour-saving machinery. 


“Productivity” — the output 
per person — has grown faster 
in agriculture than in any 
other industry in the US 
throughout the 20th century. 
This sounds like a real 
success story. In many ways, 
and for lots of farmers, 
however, it’s been a failure story 
We have to hit you with some 
numbers here, because 
numbers convey most quickly 
what's happening. 




The cost of inputs rises 
steadily. Just after World War 
II, US farmers spent about half 
their incomes on production 
costs (meaning inputs). Now 
it’s over 80%. In 1979 alone, 
their costs went up by 14-20%, 
depending on the crop raised. 
To make using powerful 
machinery worthwhile, to 
amortise costs, farmers must 
try to acquire as much land as 


The bad news is that farm 
incomes fell by fully 1/3 
between 1979-80. Even in 
‘‘good’’ times, US farms fail at 
the rate of about 700 a week. 
This figure is expected to 
double in 1981. Just a few 
more snappy figures and 
you'll have the whole picture. 
It now takes about $400,000 to 
create a single job in farming, 
or ten times as much as to 


they can. They can usually do 
this only at the expense of 
smaller neighbours. So they 
borrow, for expansion and 
input purchases — in the US 
now about $195billion in 
credit is outstanding, twice as 
much as in 1975. That’s the 
good news. 


create one in industry. Don’t 
try to go into agriculture 
unless you have a pile of 
capital (or a father with a 
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{The Oligopoly Factor 


[The average age of a US 
farmer is 52. The average U S 
farm has grown from 278 
acres in 1960 to over 400 
today. 

Over four million farms have 
gone out of business since the 
: 'mid-thirties of the 2.3 million 
ilS farmers, fewer than 
100,000 produce half of all the 
crops and animals. One third 
the farms produce 90% of 
Ihe food. The other two-thirds 


must find some income 
outside farming. The rule, in 
the immortal words of 
former Secretary of 
Agriculture Butz, is “Get Big 
or Get Out”. This creates 
unemployment, especially for 
minorities (virtually no black 
farmers left in the US). 

Even rich farmers complain 
that the big companies 
supplying them with tractors, 
seeds, animals feeds, etc. are 
overcharging them. They’re 
right. The government agrees 
and has prosecuted some 
companies; but trustbusting 
attempts have had little 
practical effect. Where four or 
fewer companies in each of 
the main product lines control 
over half the market, you get 
OLIGOPOLY. That’s Greek for 
"Few Sell", When Few sell to 
many buyers, the Few have no 
reason to compete on 
price.Nice enough when you 
belong to the club. Not so nice 
for farmers who must meet 
rising costs with shrinking 
incomes. 
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Only about 8% of what 
supermarkets sell is fresh 
produce (fruits, vegetables and 
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eggs). All the rest has gone 
through the companies’ shiny 
machines. These corporations 
buy 90% of all the food grown 
for domestic use in the US for 
further processing. Why sell a 
couple of pounds of raw 
I potatoes if you can dehydrate 
and rehydrate them, throw in 
some additives, cut them to 
identical shape, deep-fry 
them, spray on flavouring and 
pack them in vacuum-seal 
metal tennis-ball cans — at 


dozens of times the cost of the 
original, long-suffering potato? 
In sector three, post-harvest, 
there is no more competition 
on price than there is in sector 
one, inputs. Four firms, or 
less, control well over half the 
market in any food category 
you care to mention — bakery 
or dairy products, tinned fruits 
and vegetables, processed 
meats, sugar, etc. 

Even the US Department of 
Agriculture says consumers 
are overcharged 1 0% for their 
whole market basket because 
of oligopoly in food 


marketing. Overcharges are 
much higher for products that 
advertising has convinced you 
are “different" from each 
other. TV and jingles can, 
apparently, make people 
willingly purchase and pay 15- 
20% more than they “should” 
(if real competition existed) 
for candy, chewing gum, 
cookies and crackers, oils and 
margarines, cake mixes, 
tinned meats, soft drinks and 
pet foods — and fully 30% 
more for breakfast cereals. In 
other words, the junkier it is, 
the more profit for the 
companies. 





The 

Costs of Profit 

This food system is efficient, 
but only if you’re willing to 
measure all efficiency in terms 
of profit and not count any of 
the costs that do not show up 
on a corporate balance sheet. 
Some costs that don’t appear 
on such ledgers are: 


The human costs. The 

hundreds of farm families that 
have to change their way of 
life every week. The drying up 
of local markets as everything 
is packaged and marketed 
nation-wide. The slow dis- 
integration of rural centres as 
more and more residents — 
not just farmers but shop- 
keepers, doctors or teachers 
— move away for lack of 
livelihood. 






The nutritional and health 
costs. Eminent doctors and 
nutritionists have testified to 
the US Senate that the US 
health budget could be 
slashed by up to a third — i 
about $70 billion — if people 
improved their diets. 

(Dentists, for instance, would I 
lose half their clientele j 
overnight). Lots of sugar & fat i 
& yummy additives & 
marbled, grain-fed beef, 
MMMMMMM just the thing for 
heart disease, diabetes and a 
host of other maladies. 





Still, America subsidises a 
system so costly that $1 0 
billion Federal outlay on food 
stamps and feeding 
programmes is necessary if 
the poor are not to starve. And 
the poor, with their food 
stamps, can then buy that 
delicious junk food diet. Their 
: malnourishment often shows 
1 up as obesity. 


Recent reports show that in 
Britain, "there are clear signs 
that the average nutritional 
status of the population is 
falling" (in the late 70s), 
especially for the poor, the 
unemployed and the elderly. 
Furthermore, “the British 
public have very little interest 
in food values and their 
knowledge, such as it is, has 
virtually no influence on what 
they eat". It is largely 
advertising that determines 
what both Americans and 
British eat. 
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The environmental costs. Every farmer in such 
a system, if he wants to survive, must get every 
last ounce of produce out of the land he works. 
And he must get it now, regardless of the long- 
term costs. Two bushels of topsoil are currently 
lost in producing every bushel of corn and the 
US has irrevocably said goodbye to a third of 
its topsoil. 



So many pesticides are used that they 
sometimes create pest outbreaks because they 
destroy natural predators. Doses of fertilisers 
have to be increased yearly, and yet yields of all 
the major crops have leveled off, or even 
declined, since the early seventies. Water is 
mined like it’s going out of style. In another 
twenty years or so, major reservoirs will have 
disappeared at current rates of exploitation. 
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The energy costs. It takes 
1400 litres of oil per American 
per year to keep this whole 
system functioning. If you 
wanted to feed four billion 
people in the world an 
American diet {yech!) using 
American methods, all the 
known oil reserves would be 
exhausted in eleven years. 
Energy use in this food 
system tripled between 1940- 
1970. 
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The genetic costs. Just a 
handful of varieties of every 
species makes up the bulk of 
the crop. Four Canadian 
breadwheats account for 75% 
of all production; 2 kinds of 
peas for 96% of the US 
harvest; 6 kinds of corn cover 
70% of the vast corn belt. In 
these circumstances, if a 
blight hits, a huge part of the 
crop can be zapped (this 
happened to US corn in 1970) 
The Academy of Sciences 
puts it more elegantly: “US 
crops are impressively 
uniform genetically and 
impressively vulnerable”. Not 
to mention the purely 
financial costs (overcharges) 
to farmers and consumers. 
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This is efficient? This is 
modern? Grantedj for the 
moment, the system produces 
great quantities of food (at 
great cost), but yields are 
dropping. 

And yet it can't provide a 
healthy, low-priced diet 
for rich-country citizens and 
must count on government 
handouts for subsidising the 
poorest consumers. 


And it’s fragile, in spite of its 
monolithic appearance. 
Imagine the collapse in case 
of war or an oil cutoff. My 
God! 

So why is it tolerated? 

The one word answer is Profit 
The two word answer is More 
Profit, for a very small 
minority of super-farmers and 
a handful of oligopolistic 
companies. 


HARMS AMO > 
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COSTS 
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TOO MUCH . 




No Business Like Agribusiness 



If it’s not even a response to 
the needs of the developed 
countries, how can we 
imagine it would work in the 
Third World? It can’t work 
there, and not just because it’s 
too expensive. The whole US 
system was developed under 
unique conditions. It had lots 
of land, a vast frontier and 


relatively little labour to work 
it. The idea has always been 
to get the most out of every 
person, not out of every unit 
of land. 

In the dominated countries, 
we usually find precisely the 
opposite conditions: relatively 
little land and millions of idle 
hands in need of productive work. 
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What could be dumber — if 
the idea is really to eliminate 
hunger — than to replace 
labour with capital in poor 
countries? At least, until other 
jobs are available? 

Humanly dumb, maybe, but 
economically smart for a 
[favoured few. Remember, 
[corporations that dominate all 


sectors are not just national 
but trans-national. They are 
called agribusinesses and 
have steadily expanded 
operations abroad. Agri- 
business is now busily re- 
modelling Third World food- 
systems along lines similar to 
those found ;n rich countries. 
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Let s follow the food-system 
line for a “typical” Third World 
country, then see how it is 
changing under agribusiness 
pressure. 

The weight of sectors one, 
two, three, is quite different 
where the middle segment 
occupies some 50 to 90% of a 
population. These are rural 
people, active, and more or 
less productive, in agriculture. 



Until recently, sectors one and 
three were not very “capital 
intensive”. Inputs were often 
limited to self-reproduced 
seeds, animal power, simple 
tools and human labour (plus 
rain and sunshine). Where 
self-provisioning dominated, 
the producers and the 
consumers were the same 
people. They did their own 
storage, processing and 
distribution. 







^ When food did get onto 
the market, it was usually 
a local affair. Food was 
sold unprocessed, or under- 
went simple processing like 
milling, in urban centres. 

Such things are changing 
fast, faster, naturally, in the 
better-off Third World 
countries where larger 
markets for inputs and 
processed foods exist; but 
even very poor countries are 
affected. 

Moreover, corporations see 
the tropics as an inexhausti- 
ble, cheap reservoir of luxury 
foods. New “cash crops” — 
fruits, vegetables, flowers, fish 
and meat have joined the 
traditional tea, coffee, cocoa, 
etc. Which means more land, 
labour, energy than ever 
devoted by poor people to 
feeding rich ones who already 
have plenty to eat. 


Agribusiness makes every 
effort: 

1. to sell its inputs or 
processed foods in the Third 
World 

2. to use cheap land and 
labour for foods that can be 
sold at premium prices on 
Northern markets. 

But agribusiness is not alone 
in its efforts. In fact, the 
groundwork is usually laid by 
Western government aid 
programmes or foundations. 
They provide the 
“infrastructure” (literally 
"underpinning”, like roads, 
electric power, etc.) or the 
vocational education and 
training. Such activities are 
not profitable in themselves, 
but business can't operate 
without them. Agribusiness 
moves in when the 
foundations have been laid. 
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Most people in charge of Western government 
or foundation aid-programmes concentrate on 
the “technological fix” for attacking hunger. 
Though this approach invariably fails, it is 
much safer for the planners. Otherwise, they 
would have to confront the political and social 
constraints on food production and distribu- 
tion. They might even have to recognise that 
agrarian reform and redistribution of power are 
necessary to eliminate hunger. 

Since their bosses and the local elites they 
support are in no mood to entertain such 
notions, development planners have little 
choice. Technology it is. Convention also holds 
that anything which increases production is 
good. Such questions as “Production for 
whom?”, “By whom?”, are not asked. 



In the 1960s, the best method, it was thought, 
for increasing production in underdeveloped 
countries was the package of techniques 
summed up in the slogan Green Revolution. 
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The Green Revolution 


One starts with improved, “man-made" seeds 
that can produce high-yielding plants, usually 
wheat or rice. These plants respond extremely 
well if they have lots of fertiliser, chemical 
protection, herbicides, controlled irrigation and 
drainage. Since you are no longer entirely a 
Beginner, you have perhaps immediately asked 
yourself the question the planners did not: who 
would be able to use seeds that require costly, 
purchased inputs? The answer, of course, is 
the Ali/Baba kind of family — not the millions of 
poor cultivators with no cash reserves or 
access to legitimate credit. 




I'wi Go(WG»ro weeD 

feftTlUZ^R. ) iAJOK)D€ft- 
umiGflTlON.WQWDCR HEfcfctaDfcS. 
ia^ncxs^ wHEf^e I'LuGer 
the. rwonjey ? 
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The Green Revolution does increase 
production overall. Although it costs more to 
use, it also generally increases incomes. Even 
assuming that all the cultivators in a given 
district, regardless of size, could adopt GR 
techniques (which is not the case) at the end of 
the year, the richest, with the largest land- 
holdings will also have the largest surplus. 

They will use part of their profits to invest in 
better equipment to insure even greater 
productivity. They will also invest in more land. 
Other people’s land. Northern India is one 
place where the GR has had some of its 
greatest successes and is a showcase for its 
defenders. Even so, a scholar basically 
favourable to the GR concludes that in the area, 
a quarter of the cultivators are “sub-marginal”; 
that half cannot accumulate any savings at all 
and thus will not improve their productivity, 

“nor are they in a position to withstand the 
vagaries of nature — drought, insect plagues or 
floods”. We’ve seen what such “vagaries” can 
do to the most vulnerable. 

As farming becomes a more and more 
profitable activity, landlords evict tenants and 
sharecroppers and farm the land themselves. 
They use tractors and combines to do it, too, 
because machines do not go on strike or make 
“excessive” wage demands when they notice 
yields improving. Fewer jobs and fewer work- 
days are offered. If tenants are allowed to stay, 
their rents go up. In one Indian state, “rents 
paid for area under (Green Revolution) 
varieties are more than double the rents paid 
under traditional crops”. This is so whether or 
not the tenant doubles his yield. Frequently, the 
new seeds bring improvements of only 10-30%. 
Outsiders make speculative investments in 
land. Competition for good farming land 
increases enormously. In one big GR adaptor, 
Haryana State in India, irrigated land prices 
went up an average of 92% between 1966-72 in 
three GR villages, In a fourth village, where the 



new seeds and technology didn’t catch on, land 
prices went up only 1 2% during the same 
period. Again, only a few can afford land 
purchases. 
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I NTERnatiomal 

Conferences 
on AID 


Why would a rational development-planner 
push the Green Revolution in market 
economies where it was sure to increase 
inequalities between regions of the same 
country and between social classes of farmers? 
From the word "go” the GR was an American 
idea, devised by the Rockefeller and Ford 
Foundations. 


Their research institutes developed the 
“miracle seeds”. With the thrust of USAID 
behind them, they convinced governments to 
adopt the package. With the help of US 
Universities and USAID, they trained the 
extension workers who were to spread the 
word. Input salesmen, of course, followed hard 
on their heels. It wasn't just American trans- 
nationals that made the fertiliser or pesticide 
deals. In the case of Indonesia, for example, a 
lot of responsibility for pushing the package 
was given directly to the Swiss firm Cl BA by the 
Indonesian government. But the companies did 
suddenly find a huge, new and untapped 
market. They were given further help by the 
State. 
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After its heyday, it’s plain that 
this “Revolution” increased 
both production and hunger. 

If this sounds paradoxical, 
look at India’s surpluses in the 
late 70s. Some would argue 
they indicate India is now self- 
sufficient. Others would reply 
that the very existence of 
these stocks shows that most 
people are too poor to buy 
them, not that nutritional 
levels have risen. In fact, half 
of India’s rural population is 
classed as living below a very 
strictly defined “poverty line”. 
So are half the populations of 
the Philippines and Indonesia 


So the “rational development 
planners” certainly haven’t 
eliminated hunger. One must 
admit, however, that they got 
their money's worth out of the 
GR. Not only have they helped 
the sales of First World 
industry, but they’ve created 
strong agrarian bourgeoisies 
guaranteed to keep the poor 
and hungry “in their place”, if 
necessary by violence. The 
reported incidents of violence 
of landowners against land- 
less rural workers in India 
between 1974-78 amounted to 
over 40,000. 


— other big Green Revolution 
customers. 



Benefits To *m£ Rich 

CoiOS£QU£MCE5 FOR TH£ 
poor iajere pokes eem nj<?t 
Fortuitous. 

(Two EXPERTS TfsTtFyi W6T0 
* COKJ&RfSSlOiOflL 
CoMMlTTee 1KJ : 

The expansion of world 
economies through intensifi- 
cation of agriculture may also 
provide major and direct 
benefits to the developed 
nations, particularly in the 
expansion of cash markets for 
an ever broader range of 
industrial products. ” 







"The tenants may become a 
diminishing breed as they get 
squeezed out by landlords 
reclaiming their holdings 
because agriculture has 
become profitable . . . Indian 
farmers are not going to prove 
any more philanthropic than 
any farmers anywhere . . . The 
Green Revolution might make 
the rich still richer . 0 

Agricultural workers in the 
industrialised countries have 
demanded higher wages, and 
production costs for food- 
stuffs have increased in such 
countries. It has thus dawned 
on a great many agribusiness 
corporations that an excellent 
source of supply of perishable 
foods is to be found in the 
Southern hemisphere. New- 
look cash crops like fruits, 
vegetables, flowers and meat 
are increasingly important in 
European and North 
American market baskets. 
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XM 1^80 , AMERICA IMPORTED $17 NlJUOKl WORTH OF 

agricultural products . th£ us da oass£sth6$g imports 
AS OJMPteMewfAhy A*d"Sm PPU M€ NT* RV " "CoMPLeA^lOTARy*' 

PRODUCTS ARC TROPICAL CROPS, I4l<€ CoFFSfi OR COCoA 
TH«r CAN’T B€ GROWN IN TH£ US ."SuPPUIMSMTARY" 
IMRdRTS ARE AN(«rtALAiS)DVeG£TA(5lE PRODUCTS THAT ARfi 

coRApernive with America's own crops and uvcsidcic. 

TM6Y PUT SUGAR (N ''SUPPlEMENTARY '• BUT EV£N |F YOU 1 
EUNifOATC 5UGAR, TFfG US 16 STILL IMPORTING NORG 
SUPpLEMeWTARV THAN) CO*/VPL£M€NTAR.y R)OD-STUFf S . 



This is a long term trend. In the 15 years from 
1965-79, animal/vegetable cash crops 
represented 60% of all US agricultural imports, 
whereas for the preceding 15 years (from 1950- 
64) they only counted for 46%. Underdeveloped 
countries are supplying about a quarter of the 
meat and nearly three quarters of the vegetable 
products. Some countries with large numbers 
of malnourished citizens are among the biggest 
exporters of supplementary new-style cash 
crops — e.g., Mexico, Brazil, the Philippines 
and Thailand. 






EJut am o n ^ the &m a 1 1 er i n ag ricu I tu ral p rod u ntn 

countries of Central America yearly, including half a bill ion 
and thn Caribbean,. thn dollars worth of supplemen- 

proporti o n a I cont r i but ion$ to tari es. C a ri bbean ia I and 

the affluent American diet are cou ntriea. particularly the 
appalling. Thn Contral Dominican Republic, now 

American nations are now supply $250 mi I lion worth of 

su pp ly i ng a total of $ 1 . 5 bi I lion f reah vegeta b I n p rc >ri u u a 

yoarly. 


14 * 










& 


The meet Is usually of 
mediocre qua lily and yues 
straight into fast-food 
restaurants. Central American 
Countries arc Cod’s gift to the 
burger companies and have 
Increased their meat ship- 
ments isy 70% in Mvei years 
(1975-79}. This can only be 


done by rationing the local 
peopfe. Cattle for export are 
pastured on rich lands that 
could perfectly well grow food 
crops, Local nutritional status 
does a nosedive. Central 
Americans have had to reduce 
their consumption of both 
moat nnd staple cereals. 
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| The fresh fruits and vegetables eliminate 
seasons from American tables. Fresh straw- 
berries in February or green beans at 
Christmas are commonplace. Africa plays the 
same supplier’s role for Europe. Asia supplies 
i both North America and Japan. 

1 — ■ _j 



I A consortium of corporations (something like a 
gaggle of geese or a pride of lions) has formed 
the Latin American Agribusiness Development 
Corporation which invests in agbiz projects 
(108 as of 1978). Lots of the money comes from 
US taxpayers via USAID. This government 
agency has loaned LAAD 16 million dollars at 3 
or 4% interest. T ry getting that from your local 
savings and loan! LAAD reloans (at substantial- 
ly higher rates) to local businessmen or invests 
directly in the projects, almost all of which are 
devoted to export crops, not to feeding local 
people. As the company says, our projects 
“involve non-traditional exports to industrial- 
ised nations where there exists increasing 
demand for Latin American agricultural 
produce." 
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THIS DEPLdRA&LE. SITUATION 

CAN*T All ftt BLAMED ON 
exports of food -stuffs 

EWCOURA6EDOR DIRECTLY 
PRACTICED sy FOREIGNERS. 
LAND TENURE STRUCTURES 
tw GUATEMALA AR& AMONG* 
THE (MOST UNJUST iNTWfc 
UX>RLD . BUT THE COMPANIES 
certainly haven't helped 
local people . that s Decflust 

LOCAL PEOPLE ARE ,lN THEIR 

vast majority, just people, 
they re not consumers , 

AND CONSUMERS ARE 

ujhat's inarted. 


ANOTHER CASH EXPORT 
f|COM THE, THIRD MJORLD 

that hardly existed 20 

YEARS AGO is FISH.A€AiN j 
THE US IS THE WORLDS 
SIGGGST IMPORT^ (Z. Qjt Z. 
million A YEAR) HERE'S 
ho vJ (VAOMey- ' -THe Hoo\c 
- - - CATCHES P5H IN AFRICA. 


An African , 
Fish Story ^ 
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How Mfllsiy CAN & CAN THIS CANU&c: y CAN ? 0 P I C REPORTS I 
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CARTONS OF OFTOOD (A QUARTS OF TH€TCnALPf20DUCT/Olsl) 
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priiUJOW HO TOREI&N EXCHANGE. fftOAA 1976 - W81 . 
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Changing 

Habits 



Of all the food transnationals 
active in the Third World, 
fewer than a quarter put their 
money into basic products 
needing little or no processing, 
like bananas, tea or vegetable 
/ oils. Those who do, make their 
real money at the transporta- 
tion and marketing end. Fewer 
firms still (about 6%) make 
half or more of their Third 
World revenues by processing 
bulk staple foodstuffs like 
flour, sugar or rice. The idea is 
to stay out of areas where risk 
is highest and profit is lowest. 
One package of sugar or flour 
is much like another — there’s 
not much reason for buying 
Brand X instead of Brand Y. 
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The breakfast cereal 
companies, in particular, are 
committing highway robbery 
if you compare their cost and 
food value to those of 
traditional foods. For one 
Kenyan shilling, the consumer 
can purchase from 900 to 3630 
calories if he sticks to local 
staples like maize or wheat 
flour. He only gets 40-176 
calories if he buys a processed 


breakfast food. The large size 
(500 gr.) of one of these 
packaged cereals costs the 
equivalent of two days 
agricultural labour in the 
richest region of Kenya. 
Making people want such 
foods (with the “white” image) 
doesn’t just bilk them of their 
cash or downgrade the 
cultural value of local, 
traditional foods. Sometimes it 



can kill, as is now widely 
known through the “baby- 
foods scandal”. Infant-formula 
companies are pushing their 
products to Third World 
mothers who have neither 
kitchen facilities for sterilising 
bottles, access to pure water 
nor incomes sufficient to 
purchase artificial milk. 

Mothers convinced by 
advertising that formula is 


“better” for their babies than 
breastmilk, mix it with impure 
water or overdilute the 
formula, or both. Infant 
diarrhea and death has 
reached such levels that the 
World Health Organisation 
has voted (with the single 
dissenting voice of the U S ) a 
“code of conduct” for TNCs to 
control advertising and initiate 
a “back to breastfeeding” 
movement. 



The TNC Invaders 

Why are food TNCs invited or allowed into 
developing countries at all'? 

Brand products don't create an incentive or' a 
market tor local farmers because they are rarely 
based on local agricultural raw materials. Bread 
Is ft hot new item or> thn throe poor continents, 
but it's almost always made of 1 00% imported 
wheat I MC millers won't even mix local grain 
with the flour, so as not to have to retool their 
machinery 
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TMC food-processors c rente next rn no 
employment because they import the same 
capitel-intensive technology they use at home, 
But they destroy a lot of employment hy driving 
lo cat enterpriser; aut of business. A company 
with dozens of subsidiaries can put food prices 
down for as long a? is necessary to get rid of 
the competition Once its market share in 
established* prices return to more '’realistic"' 
levers. 
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TNCs' junkieat brand food products are the 
most successful. Mar kef expansion at four 
times the rate of population growth is expected 
for “high value-added" Item* like beer, candies, 
□r ackers and stiff drinks. There are already at 
least iiUtJ soft drink bottlers in the Third World. 
Coke's Chairman, speaking of the poor 
countries, says "The growth potential out there 
is unlimited." Even poor people - especially 
poor people — will pay exhorbitant sums Tor 
water, sugar and artificial flavour, and theTNCs 
krmw it. As another executive points out, "to the 
dismay of many wouM-be benefactors, thn 
poorer the malnourished are. the more likely 
they arc to spend a disproportionate amount Of 
whatever they have on some luxury — liken 


flavoured soft drink or smoke — rather than on 
whnt they need "The maJ nourished market is a 
new target. 




TNCs do not exist to help feed 
people, to provide employ- 
ment nor to contribute to 
Third World development 
goals. No one should expect 
them to do so. They exist to 
obtain a satisfactory, not to 
say maximum, return on their 
shareholders’ capital, period. 
The US/European food 
system, dominated by TNCs, 
can do absolutely nothing to 
solve the hunger problem in 


“Global Supermarket’’. 

Third World governments that 
allow this food system to 
dominate their own, and 
simultaneously claim they will 
eliminate hunger, are either 
misguided or lying. 
Westerners, selling this 
system, do not eliminate 
hunger, but certainly help to 
eliminate the hungry. 




What 

Can Be Done? 

Here we near the end, and all 
we’ve done is criticise. Carp, 
carp, carp, and not a word on 
alternatives, right? 

Are you upset? We hope so. 

If you don’t feel like going out 
and taking a swing at 
someone or something, then 
this book is, frankly, a failure. 
No point is swinging blindly, 
though, if we’ve succeeded in 
making your adrenalin flow. 
Here are a few very open- 
ended suggestions in reply to 
the perennial question, “What 
to do 9 ”. We may as well start 
with what not to do. 

Long term food aid is not the 
answer. Food aid should be 
saved for real emergencies 
(like Kampuchea). In such 
cases, it should be abundant, 
unstinting and above all, fast. 
Food aid-programmes should 
never become institutions that 
wear on, season after season, 
year after year. When this 
happens, aid reinforces 
corrupt or inept governments, 
discourages local food 


production and wipes out 
local farmers. In Bangladesh, 
the government sells food aid 
in special shops to card- 
holders — generally the urban 
civilian or military bureau- 
cracies. Very little gets to 
hungry people in the country- 
side who need it. The Sahelian 
countries of Africa are 
importing 200% more wheat 
and maize than ten years ago 
when massive food assistance 
began. None of them has yet 
implemented a consistent 
grain production policy. Lots 
of food aid is deliberately 
geared to changing food 
habits (like introducing bread 
to Africa) and creating new 
commercial markets. Poor 
countries get hooked, then 
must move from “aid to trade” 
which means costly imports. 
The “food junkie” nations also 
become politically dependent 
because they can hardly bite 
the hand that feeds them. 

Most development aid (food or 
otherwise) from bilateral 



country to country) or multi- 
ateral (UN, World Bank) 
ources ends up entrenching 
nd improving the position of 
he Third World dominant 
lasses. It sounds good to 
inance irrigation wells to 
farmers, until you learn that 
the farmers with the most land 
invariably get them. Because 
the wells can irrigate a 
broader area than these 
farmers possess, their instinct 
is to get rid of tenants or buy 
out weaker neighbours. That’s 
just what’s happening with a 
big World Bank tubewell 
project in Bangladesh. Making 
the rich/poor gap even wider. 
Citizens of the industrialised 
countries who are serious 
about eliminating hunger 
should encourage a real 
democratic debate on aid. 
Taxpayers have a right to ask 
questions — and make their 
representatives ask questions 
— about “development” 
budgets. Regimes that have 
no intention of making their 


own countries more self- 
sufficient and egalitarian 
should have no claim on our 
money. When Marcos and 
Pinochet go the way of the 
Shah and Somoza (and it can’t 
happen too soon), no one 
should be surprised if the new 
Filipino or Chilean leaders are 
wary and chary of govern- 
ments whose aid did so much 
to maintain martial law and 
governments of, by, and for 
theTNCs. 

There's nothing sacred either 
about the programmes of UN 
agencies, the World Bank or 
the International Monetary 
Fund, all of which are kept 
going by government contri- 
butions, i.e. us. The IMF 
frequently contributes to 
hunger by forcing poor 
countries to cut out all welfare 
measures for the most 
deprived. If they don’t comply, 
they don't get loans. If they 
don’t get loans, they go 
bankrupt. If we had absolute 
power, we would call a 


moratorium on all develop- 
ment projects until guarantees 
could be given that all future 
projects would really benefit 
the worst off. Me'anwhile, 
transfers of funds should go 
towards wiping out the 
collective debt of the Third 
World, now estimated at about 
$450 billion by those who can 
count that high. 

We’ve explained why fairer 
and more stable prices for 
Third World raw materials 
wouldn’t cure the problem, 
and could entrench cash crop 
production. Nevertheless, we 
should push our governments 
to support the Third World 
New Deal that goes under the 
catch-all name “New Inter- 
national Economic Order”. 

The NIEO would at least give 
countries a chance to plan 
their land-use and expendi- 
tures more rationally. Rich 
countries currently blocking 
all progress towards this NIEO 
are Britain, Japan, Germany 
and especially the USA. 


Such recommendations may 
sound quite dull and tame, 
because they involve doing 
some homework and 
lobbying. The outcome could, 
however, be important. At the 
very least, our governments’ 
contributions to multilateral 
programmes and their beha- 
viour in multilateral nego- 
tiations should be given a lot 
more scrutiny than they 
presently get. 

If you’re looking for a more 
exciting answer to “What to 
do?”, the shortest and 
snappiest we can give you is: 

Strengthen the Weak and 
Weaken the Strong. 

And don’t try to do it all alone. 
Working with other people is 
important. 

So is starting from where you 
are. You don’t have to move to 
Calcutta or Ouagadougou to 
join the struggle against 
hunger. 

Try first to understand how 
concentrated, minority control 
over your own area’s food 



system affects your life and 
the lives of people in your 
community. Develop an eye 
and a nose for the way power 
expresses itself close to home 
as one tool for better 
understanding oppression 
abroad. Even shopping can 
become a consciousness- 
raiser. 

None of us is called on to take 
up every aspect of the struggle 
— to try is a good recipe for 
ineffectiveness. According to 
your circumstances, location, 
particular talents, etc., you 
can choose an area of 
concentration and a compati- 
ble group to concentrate with. 
You may decide the place to 
work is on the home front. 
Pressure there is vital if we are 
to move towards a more 
environment-enhancing, 
sustainable, people-oriented 
food system. Reaching that 
goal will involve weakening all 
those interests whose profits 
would be reduced or wiped 
out by change, however 


beneficial that change might 
be for the majority. Weakening 
links in our present food 
system chain at home — like 
TNCs — will also weaken their 
influence in the dominated 
countries. 

Try to build alliances. Food 
workers, small farmers and 
consumers have basically the 
same interests — and the 
same enemies — but they 
can’t always see this clearly. 
How can we help to 
strengthen the weak in the 
dominated countries? There 
are plenty of groups (often 
called NGOs for “Non- 
Governmental Organisations”) 
sponsoring development aid- 
projects in the Third World. 
Some are good and some are 
terrible. Stay away from the 
ones that worry more about 
“charity” than about justice. 
Seeking justice means first 
gaining a clear idea about who 
is oppressing whom, then 
encouraging the efforts of the 
oppressed to exercise greater 


control over their own lives. 
This Is their job. The role of 
the outsider must necessary 
be a supportive and secondary 
one. It might be limited to 
providing timely information 
or protection and embarrassing 
publicity if the group is 
threatened. A First World 
support group for the Third 
World social and political 
change movement must be 
modest. It must take its cues 
from those who are best able 
to gauge the local situation. 
Beware, however, of “develop- 
ment professionals” from poor 
countries. There are some, 
and they are experts at 
extracting money for spurious 
projects from guilt-ridden 
Westerners. A good rule of 
thumb is that the best Third 
World groups will aim for 
maximum self-reliance. 

They’ve been burned too often 
by foreigners — it's up to the 
latter to prove themselves. 
Remember what Bertolt 
Precht said: "The enemies of 


the people are those who 
know what they need”. It’s up 
to the people themselves to 
define those needs. 

People with real professional 
skills — agronomists, 
scientists, nutritionists, 
engineers and the like — who 
want to fight hunger can make 
a real contribution, if they’re 
willing to unlearn 90% of what 
they’ve been taught and start 
from scratch with an open and 
curious mind. The Third World 
does have food production 
problems, but the way to solve 
them is not by copying 
Western methods — we hope 
you're convinced of that. 

There are no models or 
recipes. There are local 
environments, local skills and 
local social arrangements. 

On hearing this, lots of Third 
World people say, "You don’t 
want us to have Western 
science and technology so 
we’ll stay forever in the dark 
ages as your serfs.’’ No. What’s 
really needed is much more 
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sophisticated science and 
technology that has scarcely 
been imagined. Which is the 
more complex and challenging 
scientific problem: figuring 
out the right dosage of N, P, 
and Kina fertiliser for corn 
monoculture in Northeastern 
Iowa; or understanding the 
chemical and biological inter- 
actions between tree crops, 
bushes, standing crops and 
root crops of several different 
varieties? The obvious answer 
may point to why so little work 
has been done to raise the 
productivity of complex 
systems. It’s too difficult. 
Scientists like problems with 
as few variables as possible. 
Research needs to be done 
for the poorer peasants — 
taking their constraints into 
account. Most research is 
consciously or unconsciously 
done with only the needs of 
the rich in mind. For instance, 
what’s needed is plants that 
will give stable yields come 
drought or flood — not the 


highest possible yields under 
ideal conditions. 

Whoever, wherever you are, 
keep on learning. This is a 
dangerous suggestion. It's 
dangerous for the wielders of 
power if your turn your sights 
on them, as you should 
definitely do. But it can be 
dangerous for you as well. For 
some people, the more they 
learn, the more discouraged 
they get. It’s true that under- 
standing reality can be 
depressing, because most 
reality is oppression. That's 
where belonging to a group 
can help to keep morale high. 
So, maybe, can these words of 
the Italian Marxist thinker, 
Gramsci, written in a Fascist 
prison: “Pessimism of the 
mind, optimism of the will”. 


Good luck. And loan this book 
to a friend. 
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